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Book Reviews
Caring for Our Own: Why There Is No Political Demand for New American Social Welfare Rights. By Sandra R. Levitsky. New York: Oxford University Press, 2014. Pp. xiv1210. $99.00 (cloth); $24.95 (paper).
Andrea Louise Campbell Massachusetts Institute of Technology
In my health policy course, the subtitle of the long-term care (LTC) unit is, "The Biggest Health Policy Problem You've Never Heard Of." The aged population is growing (the high-need 85 years or older group most rapidly), yet families are smaller and geographically dispersed. The majority of women, the usual caregivers, are in the paid labor force. Yet public policy is wholly inadequate and unresponsive to growing need: Medicare doesn't cover LTC; Medicaid covers it only for the truly impoverished; there is no paid leave for caregivers or tax credits to offset costs; and the availability of state-provided home care, respite care, and adult day care is widely variable and meager. Nor is the private sector much help: with its high cost and limited benefits, private LTC insurance is practically useless. Despite these glaring inadequacies, however, the political silence on care issues is near absolute.
Why is there no movement toward long-term care reform? The existing literature says that policy makers have no interest in expanding provision in such a budget-busting area and that they can easily ignore the problem: there is little grassroots pressure for change, with caregivers too overwhelmed during the care episode and too spent and often grieving afterward to be a force for change. Nor are other members of the public aware of the challenges, given tremendous ignorance about existing policy and our collective reticence and denial around long-term care.
In her compelling, insightful, and essential book Caring for Our Own, Sandra Levitsky goes far beyond these answers to explore why there is no social movement for new social policy to address these yawning needs. Creating a framework from social movement theory and the sociolegal literature on legal consciousness, she finds that individuals' politicization requires three steps, each of which is blocked in this arena. First, individuals are unable to view their unmet "private" needs as public problems requiring a government solution. Nor are they able to take the next step and "imagine solutions" to these unmet needs. Finally, they fail to take action, declining to press claims on the state to address these problems. To explore why politicization is thus blocked, Levitsky conducts a multistage study, including observation of and AJS Volume 120 Number 6 1857
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discussions with caregiver support groups, along with in-depth caregiver interviews. She finds first that mobilization around long-term care is thwarted by the absence of existing policies that would provide the cultural and material resources needed to help caregivers recognize the possibilities for a greater government role. Here she draws on the policy feedback literature, in which existing policy shapes the political environment. On the one hand, caregivers do utilize messages from the universal Social Security and Medicare social insurance programs to make LTC claims on the state as deserving citizens. They believe they and their parents are entitled to help after a lifetime of supporting the state as workers and taxpayers (even if they didn't formally "pay in" as with Social Security and Medicare). On the other hand, the existence of Medicaid as the only model of public provision for LTC means caregivers cannot see beyond the targeted assistance model to imagine a non-means-tested solution for the middle class.
A second barrier to mobilization is the role of discursive integration in reifying an "ideology of family responsibility," which reinforces the policy status quo. As people try to make sense of their situations, discursive integration could be a mechanism leading them to rethink the logics of existing policy and to press for change. However, Levitsky found instead that people had difficulty moving beyond the hegemonic norm in which family caregiving is viewed as a sacred obligation that is violated by paid help or other assistance. Most individuals simply could not conceive of caregiving as a community or social responsibility.
The third barrier is a structural problem-the absence of advocacy organizations to mobilize people and help them press their claims on government. The few individuals Levitsky found who could imagine a greater role for government had no idea how to advance their claims. Nor were they helped by existing social service organizations, which are barred from political advocacy because of their professional norms and the requirements of their nonprofit status.
Beyond Levitsky's penetrating empirical work, her chief theoretical contributions are twofold. As she points out, the social movements literature has typically focused on positive cases such as the Civil Rights and women's rights movements. However, it is just as important to examine a negative case to understand the forces that prevent a social movement from emerging even in the face of tremendous need. Her second contribution is to understanding the barriers to mobilization by combining the social movement literature with the sociolegal literature on legal consciousness and the policy feedbacks literature. Existing policies send strong messages about norms and the legitimacy of alternative models. Here, those messages undercut the very possibilities for policy change.
American Journal of Sociology
The following points are intended to augment rather than to critique this truly excellent book. Levitsky claims there is little support among her interviewees for a social insurance solution, as found in several other countries. Supposedly her subjects felt that social insurance would violate the ideology of family responsibility and that government provision should remain targeted and means tested, invoked only when family members could no longer cope. However, she also found that a sense of middle-class entitlement to help with this huge need, very much akin to social insurance. Moreover, her subjects likely know little about other countries' systems. No nation can afford to cover LTC completely; all rely heavily on families.
Where their models differ is in facilitating and augmenting family caregiving, not replacing it-in a way that would square with the American "ideology of family responsibility," not violate it.
I also think more could be made of the toll the decentralization of policy across the federal system takes on mobilization. Levitsky movingly portrays caregivers' frustrations in trying to access the ridiculously complicated patchwork of state and local supports while lacking a central clearing house for information. However, decentralization undercuts mobilization as well. Even if there were organizing groups in this area, it's not clear where they would press their claims: Against the federal government? State? Local? The decentralization of the American welfare state itself undermines mobilization on social policy issues. In sum, Levitsky has written a theoretically important, engrossing book in a much-understudied area, a significant contribution to the literature and to social policy.
Hate Thy Neighbor: Move-In Violence and the Persistence of Racial Segregation in American Housing. By Jeannine Bell. New York: New York University Press, 2013. Pp. x1259. $30.00.
Michael Maly Roosevelt University
Scholars have long shown an interest in examining the persistence of racial segregation and the fragile nature of racial integration in U.S. metropolitan communities. In the book Hate Thy Neighbor, Jeannine Bell turns our attention to the often overlooked factor of anti-integrationist violence as a threat to minority decisions to move into white neighborhoods. In an era when most whites view racial struggles to be a thing of the past, Bell's data is not only a stark reminder of how far we have to go, but also a demonstration of our legal system's failure to provide sufficient remedy for such acts. Bell's examination is divided into three sections that connect nicely: a
